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ABSTRACT

This study examines how the methods of assigning evidence-based
programs are to be conducted for high risk youth in the juvenile justice system.
The data collection site was NA Chaderjian Youth Correctional Facility in
Stockton, California. The “Incarcerated Men Putting Away Childish Things

(IMPACT) program” was selected for the study. The Department of Corrections
and Rehabilitation/Division of Juvenile Justice contracts with IMPACT, a non
profit organization, to facilitate self-help groups with a goal to reduce violence in

the institutions.
The hypothesis of the study is that voluntary participation in evidence
based juvenile justice intervention programs is more likely to be completed by

participants that volunteer for the program than participants who are required to
attend. A Likert scale questionnaire was used to survey 50 subjects. Data

collection was conducted between August 30, 2012 and September 11,2012.

Both groups were statistically compared and correlation coefficients were
obtained through regression analysis. The results of the study did not indicate
significant data to support the hypothesis. However, the findings of the study

indicated that there is a slight relationship between volunteering and the
completion of IMPACT modules. The study opens dialogue and further research

in several important areas.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

Intervention programs that promote positive outcomes such as academic
competence, career development, cognitive skills, and community involvement

are vital to the success of correctional education in the California Division of

Juvenile Justice (DJJ). However, the current system is failing because on

release, youth of the State return back to their communities without the skills
necessary for these outcomes. Many of these young people commit another
crime and return to detention or incarceration.

Effective intervention programs that meet the needs and risk level of an
individual offender can have a great impact if that individual is willing to change.

According to Neal, formerly incarcerated for 24 years in the California prison
system, “change is possible, not by words, but through deeds and actions”

(DiCarlo-Sheridan, 2009, p. 32). Neal’s personal experiences are utilized by DJJ
to encourage others to adapt to a set of underlying principles that empower the

individual to create lasting change for self, family, and society. Neal is a core
member of Incarcerated Men Putting Away Childish Things (IMPACT).

DJJ has been under enormous pressure by the public to demonstrate
effective programming. On November 19, 2004, the parties in the Farrell vs.

Allen (Farrell vs. Cate) litigation agreed on the language contained in a Consent

Decree. Margaret Farrell, a taxpayer, brought action against the Division for
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alleged engagement in unlawful policies, procedures, and practices. In late
2008, the Court Compliance Unit was formed to oversee reform efforts that were
required by the Farrell vs. Cate Consent Decree and Remedial Plans. Court

experts, the Office of the Special Master, and the plaintiff’s counsel were active in
the Court Compliance to implement reform. The Division agreed to develop and
implement detailed remedial plans in six areas “that would provide youth with

adequate and effective care, treatment, and rehabilitative services” (CDCR/DJJ,
2010, p.1). These areas were safety and welfare, mental health, health care and

dental services, youth with disabilities, educational services, and sexual behavior

treatment. As a result, annually DJJ is required to do a round of audits from the

Office of the Special Master as well as with outside monitors who are court

experts (CDCR/DJJ, 2010, p.7). The Consent Decree placed a number of
requirements and demands on a system that was already struggling.

As a consequence of the Consent Decree and Remedial Plan, DJJ uses

the risk level of the offender (high, medium and low) as the basis for assignment

to a living unit. Risk levels are determined by the committing offense(s) of the
youthful offender and by his Departmental Disciplinary Making System (DDMS).
The Ward Information Network (WIN) documents minor misconduct, behavior

violations, and serious infractions. The Youth Assessment of Service Inventory
(YASI) is a diagnostic tool that determines treatment for youthful offenders in
specific areas as stated in the Remedial Plan. Intervention programs are
assigned to living units based on the risk level of the group. Individual requests
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for programs are generally not considered. Programs are assigned based on the
needs and risk level of youth. Success and completion of these programs is

dependent on level of the participants’ involvement and their interaction with staff

and the material presented.

Significance

The recent California budget crisis demonstrates that it is more important
than ever to identify effective intervention programs for incarcerated youth that

are cost effective and have evidence of documented success. Sixteen years
ago, the number of juvenile offenders housed by the California Youth Authority

(now called the DJJ) peaked to 10,000 youth. Today, that population has
reduced to 880 males. This realignment is the product of legislation that shifted

supervisory responsibility from the State to counties except for the most serious
offenders (DiCarlo-Sheridan, 2009, p.4, cited from the Little Hoover Commission,
2008). In 1996, there were eleven juvenile justice institutions and three fire

camps in the State of California. Currently, there are three institutions and one
fire camp. See Appendix A for details concerning this reduction. It is now more

critical than ever for DJJ to examine and implement ways to strategically expend
its extremely scarce resources.
Several factors motivate individuals to change criminal behavior patterns.

Restorative justice is victim-centered, rather than a state-centered approach to
law. The theme of this type of justice is to attempt to put things back the way
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they were before the crime. It makes offenders accountable for their behavior
(Braithwaite, 2002, p. 249). However, the guidelines that are used to select
effective programs and justify program decisions based on accountability are

minimal. Reducing crime has an impact on humanity, society, the community,
and the economy.

One of the factors that influences the delivery of youthful offender
programs is if program participation is voluntary or required. In other words, the

youthful offender is permitted to decide whether to become involved with the

program. This critical delivery decision should be determined by DJJ based on
sound educational research. The findings and conclusion of this study will be

important to correctional education in the area of determining the methods of

assignment of evidence-based programs.

Research Hypothesis
Participation in voluntary, evidence-based juvenile justice intervention

programs is more likely to be completed by the participants than in programs
where participation is assigned or required. This hypothesis addresses the two

methods of program attainment DJJ implements. DJJ must decide if it will allow
youthful offenders the opportunity to decide which programs they wish to take to
fulfill treatment requirements or if participation in intervention programs is
assigned by risk level and needs assessment.
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Limitations and Delimitations
The purpose of this quantitative study was to determine if programs

offered to juvenile justice youth should have voluntary or required participation.
The population of the study was DJJ youth and the target population of the study
was participants of IMPACT, an intervention program. This hypothesis was

addressed using a Likert scale questionnaire. Regression analysis was used to
control threats to internal and external validity. In this study, internal validity

focused on the viability of the relationship between the independent variables of
voluntary or required participation in IMPACT, and the dependent variable was

completion of one or more IMPACT modules. Concurrently, external validity
indicated that generalization of the results and conclusions might be valuable for

future research.
The study was limited because there were no other comparison groups

such as the participants of another intervention program, allowing the researcher

to examine a wider range of programs and participants. Time constraints and
resources made it impossible to define and measure relevant outcomes such as
recidivism, continuing education, and community involvement.

The researcher was limited in the number of survey samples taken
because the closure of facilities prohibited access to a larger sample. Data

collection was disrupted because potential study subjects were transferred or
released. As a result of facility closure, access issues, and the ages of youthful
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offenders in other facilities, only one correctional institution was used for data
collection.

Obtaining proper authorization to conduct the study was challenging and
much more complicated than expected. The researcher requested permission
from the State of California to conduct research at CDCR facilities. The State
would not grant permission unless the study was approved through the
Institutional Review Board (IRB) at California State University, San Bernardino.

During the period that the researcher was obtaining IRB approval, the State

Department of Research reorganized and, once IRB approved the study, the
approval process for the State had to start over again under a new DJJ Director.
Sampling was affected adversely because the number of subjects who fit the
study criteria were drastically reduced during that period. Because of these

delays and changes, the researcher had to re-establish his contacts with

IMPACT leaders and other key contacts within CDCR for support and access.
During this time, even more changes had occurred within CDCR, limiting the

number of available subjects.
There were a number of delimitations of the study. It addressed only

students in IMPACT who had completed one or more modules but did not
explore the quality of their experience in the program. It did not include a

longitudinal component that would explore recidivism and long-term effects of
IMPACT. The study did not address the affects of the program on gang violence
in the institution.
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A null hypothesis was not prepared to show evidence there was a

difference between youth who completed one or more IMPACT modules based
on voluntary or required participation. The researcher anticipated that the

regression analysis would lead to a null hypothesis at the completion of the data
collection period. The scope of the research was narrowed to ensure internal
validity to prove the hypothesis thus demonstrating a causal link between the

independent variable of volunteer participation and the dependent variable of
completion of one or more modules.

Assumptions
Research indicates that effective intervention programs are evidence

based, cost effective, and demonstrate success during and after incarceration

(Chapman, 2009, p. 4). The completion of self-help programs is important to an
individual’s success on release from incarceration. In the juvenile justice system,

it is assumed that youth who volunteer to participate in programs are more likely

to respond better to treatment (CDCR, 2010, p. 7). Further, the researcher
assumes that youth who volunteer to participate in intervention programs are

more motivated to change when they enter into the program.
There has been no purely quantitative study regarding IMPACT. Prior
research indicates evidence that positive outcomes, such as violence reduction,

correlate to the completion of one or more IMPACT modules. IMPACT is an
effective educational program that fits well with the DJJ mission and CDCR
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goals. Continuing evaluation of this educational program will assist CDCR to

become data-driven.

In 2009, the author conducted an informal mini-qualtitative study regarding
the kinds of programs the juvenile justice system should offer that would best
assist youthful offenders to avoid returning to confinement once released. The

conclusion indicated there was some evidence that vocational training and
cognitive skills should be considered by the juvenile justice system when
selecting programs for incarcerated youth.

Definitions of Terms
1. AIR is an acronym used in the IMPACT program meaning accountability,

integrity, and responsibility.

2. Parameters and dimensions of programs that are proven to be effective

are best practices.
3. California Gang Reduction Intervention and Prevention Program
fCALGRIP) is a State program that expanded IMPACT and attempted to

establish two six bed transitional facilities.
4. Cognitive behavior therapy (CBT) is often referred to as Cognitive

behavior treatment in the DJJ for training purposes. Its underlying

concept is that thoughts and feelings play an important part in human
behavior.

5. High risk factors which lead to criminal behavior is criminogenic.
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6. The Conflict Resolution Team (CRT) schedules and assists IMPACT
groups throughout DJJ institutions.

7. A confounding variable is an extraneous variable in a statistical model
that correlates (positively or negatively) with both the dependent variable

and the independent variable.
8. A correlation coefficient indicates the relationship between two
variables. Graphically, the relationship can be uphill or downhill. A

correlation coefficient above 0.6 or -0.6 is most desirable. A 0 correlation
means there is no linear relationship. Any correlation under 0.2 or -0.2

indicates an insufficient relationship and there is no need for regression
analysis.

9. DDMS is the acronym for the DJJ’s Departmental Disciplinary Making
System.
10. In this study, programs with demonstrated success in reducing recidivism
are evidence-based. A body of evidence exists that they are effective.
11. In experimental design, fishing is using a leading question to obtain a

desired response.

12. Functional family therapy (FFT) is a family counseling method that uses
the multisystemic theory (MST).
13. Gang Information Coordinator (GIC) is the person responsible for gang

reduction activities in each DJJ institution.
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14. Incarcerated Men Putting Away Childish Things (IMPACT) is a self-help

program founded in 1995 by Chaplin Earl Smith with the inmates at San
Quentin State Prison. IMPACT contracts with the California Division of
Juvenile Justice to provide services to youthful offenders.

15. Juvenile Gang Operations (JGQ) is the branch of DJJ that oversees

IMPACT.

16. One type of questionnaire or survey format with scaled items is a Likert
scale. This type of survey contains questions or statements followed by

a scale of potential responses with a descriptive label attached to each
response.

17. The California Division of Juvenile Justice developed a Master Plan in
2010. The Master Plan documents the requirements for assessment and
assignment of risk levels, needs, treatment, and individual delivery.

18. The mathematical average of all scores is the mean.
19. The middle score in a group is the median.

20. In this study, meta-analysis is a review that uses statistical techniques to
summarize the results of prior research which was independently
performed.

21. The score that occurs most often in a sampling is called the mode.
22. For the purposes of this study, the ten curricular units covered by
IMPACT facilitators are modules.
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23. Motivational interviewing is a communication strategy used in cognitive
behavioral therapy that guides the individual through self awareness.
24. Intensive family and community-based treatment that uses multiple
determinants of anti-social behavior of juvenile offenders is multisystemic

therapy (MST).

25. A normal distribution occurs when the scores are relatively symmetrical.
The mean, median, and mode are about the same.

26. In this study, positive outcomes are defined as academic competence,
career development, cognitive development, and community
involvement.

27. In this study, prison ization is a negative subculture that individuals
acquire during incarceration.

28. Formulating a change plan for high risk youth that are resistant to
addressing their issues is a therapy process based on Prochaska’s
theories.

29. A method of experimental design that is used to determine cause and
effect is a quasi-experimental design. The method of direct manipulation

of conditions is the same as an experimental design except that there is
no control group, or no random assignment of subjects, or no control

group and no random assignment.
30. The general definition of recidivism is to return to detention or

incarceration within a specific time period. This definition varies greatly
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between states, agencies, and departments. In this study, reduced

recidivism is defined as not committing further crime, and is associated
with positive outcomes such as employment, cognitive skills, and

community service.
31. A hierarchical linear model that controls variables to increase power and

ability to generate conclusions is a regression analysis.
32. In this study, required is a range of requirements that encourage or force

the participant’s initial involvement in an intervention program.
33. The California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation uses an

evidenced-based perspective to classify the risk levels of offenders.
34. A social transformational theory that guides learners to become

empowered agents of social change is a social learning theory.

35. Standard deviation means the distance, on average, of scores from the
mean.
36. At the San Quentin State Prison program, Victim Offenders

Reconciliation Group (VQRG) whose mission is to help inmates accept
responsibility and be accountable for their crimes. IMPACT is a product

of this program.

37. In this study, voluntary is defined as the participants’ willing choice
regarding initial involvement in an intervention program.
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38. The Ward Information Network (WIN) is the DJJ database containing

information about the youth such as living unit, treatment, education, and
disciplinary actions.

39. DJJ refers to wards of the State of California as youth.

40. The Youth Assessment of Service Inventory (YASI) is an inventory
assessment used by DJJ to assign risk level to youth in specific

treatment areas.
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CHAPTER TWO
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Purpose and Value of this Study
Youthful offenders who participate in and complete evidenced-based
intervention programs are more likely to have positive outcomes once they return

to their communities (Hennigan & Konick, 2007, p. 27). Evidence-based
programs and policies have been demonstrated to achieve the intended results.
The method of program delivery has an effect on outcomes. Determining resultsbased delivery methods for intervention programs will enhance the success of

programs and, therefore, have an overall positive effect on outcomes.

DJJ’s failure to track individuals’ post-release detention histories and
program progress has created an ongoing issue within California’s juvenile
justice system. If program delivery methods were weighted against a juvenile’s

progress on release, the overall effect might be better, with less costly and
improved programs.

Trends in the Field
In recent years, crime has impacted our society at an alarming rate.
Evidence of this effect is overcrowding of prisons, increased violence, and an

increased number of legal actions. In 2008, the United States had the highest
incarceration rate and the largest number of people in prisons in the world. In
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2008 more than one of every 100 adults in the United States was incarcerated,

either in jail or in prison, totaling 2.3 million people (The PEW Charitable Trust,
2008, p. 3). Ninety-five percent of this incarcerated population will eventually be

released back to their home community (Travis, 2005, p.5). The juvenile justice
system is included in these statistics. It is evident that concentrated effort must

be made in the areas of juvenile and adult corrections.
The juvenile justice system adjusts its educational programming emphasis
periodically to correspond with the views of politicians and society. These
adjustments reflect public opinion and the concern of political leaders. DJJ has

selected programs and developed policies to adjust to these trends and judicial
actions shaped by the current political climate. For the past 20 years, the four
themes of correctional education programs have been to provide: (1) vocational

courses to connect youth/inmates to the workforce, (2) academic core classes to

achieve a high school diploma or GED, (3) life and social skills, and (4) career
development. Decision makers have allowed public opinion and politicians to
determine the course of correctional education. All stakeholders, especially

people who are the most affected, should have input regarding program
decisions. Incarcerated individuals are in the best position to give significant
feedback regarding these concerns.
Toward these ends, programs are evaluated to determine which are
effective and best achieve these outcomes. The factors that influence people

released from prison to either integrate into their community or to commit more
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crimes and return to incarceration must be identified. These factors need to be
addressed and included in program curriculums.
The California budget crisis has forced DJJ and CDCR to make very

difficult decisions. As a result, many youth and inmates were returned to their
counties of residence. Generally speaking, counties have limited resources,

were not prepared for these individuals, and were forced to release people who
have not fulfilled their treatment needs. The chances that these returned

individuals will commit more crimes or return to incarceration are extremely high
(Hennigan & Koinick, 2007, p. 27).
Effective programming in juvenile corrections would result in a cost
savings for the taxpayer compared to building more prisons and future criminal

justice systems. The research of Aos, Miller, and Drake lead Brazzell, et al., to
conclude that the impact of correctional education is a seven to nine percent

reduction in recidivism, resulting in a significant savings for taxpayers. This study

compares the costs of programs versus the costs of incarceration. Brazzell, et

al. report that $1,182 invested in vocational education per prisoner could save

$6,806 in future incarceration costs. Further, $962 spent per inmate on

academic education (adult basic skills, secondary, and post secondary
education) would save $5,305 per inmate in future criminal justice costs (Aos,

Miller, & Drake, 2006, p. 9). Future criminal justice costs include building new

prisons and annual prison operating costs. The Washington State Institute of
Public Policy forecasted the need to build two new prisons in Washington by
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2020 and possibly a third by 2030. The cost to build a new prison is
approximately 258 million dollars in the State of Washington. Each prison costs
approximately 45 million dollars to operate each year. With these staggering
figures in mind, Washington researched alternatives to building prisons. Their
results indicated that if the State successfully implemented a moderate-to-

aggressive portfolio of evidenced-based options, such as intervention and
counseling programs, building new prisons might be avoided. Taxpayers would

save approximately two billion dollars and the rate of crime in that State would be
reduced (Aos, Miller, & Drake, 2006, p.1).

Schools of Thought

Correctional education is influenced and shaped by a great number of
people and ideas. Theories regarding cognitive development, democratic

education, social and cultural identification, and methods of delivery of evidence

based programs are the basis of the current schools of thought in the field.
Jean Piaget (1896-1980) was a Swiss philosopher and natural scientist.

He is well known for his studies of children. According to Sund in 1976, “Through
fifty years of extensive investigations of the thinking behavior of children, Piaget
has slowly evolved a theory of cognitive development. Cognition involves the

intellectual activities of the mind including; remembering, evoking, perceiving,

imagining, and abstracting.” (Sund, 1976, p. 5.). Piaget’s cognitive
developmental theories are applied throughout correctional education today to
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understand the stages of development and to assist in selection of the prescribed
environment that will allow an individual to function at the highest level with the

least amount of stress (Joyce, Weil, & Calhoun, 2009, p. 16). These stages are

based on the individuals’ intellectual and emotional capabilities. The work of
Piaget and other psychologists in cognitive development are instrumental in

making educators aware of the needs of students’ development of their cognitive
abilities. His theory addresses many of the problems of high risk youth who are

challenged with cognitive development Piaget suggested professionals in

education, mental health, and counseling work together to understand the
causes of these challenges (Sund, 1976, p.58).
William R. George (born 1866) founded a series of summer camps and,

ultimately, the Junior Republic juvenile facility. These endeavors were founded
on democratic principles and self-government. George felt it was important to
develop the character of youthful offenders through responsibility, work,

citizenship, and ultimately, self respect. The success of the Junior Republic was
instrumental to developing democratic education in the United States. According

to George and Stowe:
Not long after the Junior Republic at Freeville had emerged from a

picturesque theory into an accomplished fact, a few far-sighted education
leaders began to realize that the principles there successfully applied

could and should be used in the schools. (George & Stowe, 1912, p. 187)
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Thomas Mott Osborne (1859-1926), a friend of George and a prison
warden, applied democratic principles to adult prisons and significantly reduced

prison violence (Tannenbaum, 1933, p.61). The democratic programs of George

and Osborne were eventually discontinued. Although these programs were
highly successful, in the 1930s and 40s, schools that experimented with
democratic education were subject to great criticism because the public felt they
allowed too much freedom and taught things beyond their responsibilities. In

2009, Joyce, et al. reported:
The first items of research produced by the reformers were actually

developed in defense - in response to the questions raised by concerned

citizens about whether such degree of reliance on social purpose would
retard students’ academic development. The studies generally indicated
that social and academic goals are not at all incompatible. (Joyce, Weil, &

Calhoun, 2009, p. 275)

John Dewey (1859-1952) wrote Democracy and Education in 1916 in
which he asserted that schools should be organized as miniature democracies
(Joyce, Weil, & Calhoun, 2009, p. 278). According to Dewey, schools are social

centers in which through cooperation and community, individuals acquire critical

thinking skills. “The primary theme of democratic education is the belief that

children develop democratic ideals of equality, liberty, and community by living
them in their daily lives” (deMarris & LeCompte, 1999, p.248). His ideas support
a broad and powerful modern model, group investigation. In the process,
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students are organized into problem-solving groups that work on academic

problems, teaching students democratic procedures and scientific methods of
inquiry. According to Dewey:
A democracy is more than a form of government; it is primarily a mode of
associated living, of conjoint communicated experience. The extension in

space of the number of individuals who participate in an interest so that

each has to refer to his own action to that of others, and to consider the

action of others to give point and direction to his own, is equivalent to the
breaking down of those barriers of class, race, and national territory which

kept men from perceiving the full import of their activity. These more

numerous and more varied points of contact denote a greater diversity of
stimuli to which an individual has to respond; they consequently put a

premium on variation in his action. They secure liberation of powers
which remain suppressed as long as the incitations to action are partial, as

they must be in a group which in its exclusiveness shuts out many
interests. (Dewey, 1922/1916, p,101)

Dewey made the distinction between government and giving students freedom to
learn using democratic principles. Dewey’s model theorized that skillful teaching
was a cooperative effort between the student and the teacher using group

investigation and social and cultural recognition.

Carl Rogers (1902-1987), a psychologist and counselor for three decades,

formulated an educational delivery model in which the teacher plays the role of
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counselor. Developed from counseling theory, this non-directive teaching model
emphasizes a partnership between students and teachers (Joyce, Weil, &
Calhoun, 2009, p. 31). The model facilitates learning by integration,

effectiveness, and realistic self appraisal, and stresses that teachers respect the

ability of students to identify their own problems and formulate their own

solutions. It is based on human relations rather than concepts of subject matter.
The teacher facilitates and guides the growth and development of students, in

partnership with students, and assists them to explore new ideas and concepts.

According to Rogers:
We came upon findings first in the field of psychotherapy, but now there is

evidence that shows these findings apply in the classroom as well. We
find it easier to think that the intensive relationship between therapist and
client might possess these qualities, but we are also finding that they may
exist in countless interpersonal interactions between the teacher and
pupils. (Rogers, 1983, p. 121)

In 1981 Lawrence Kohlberg (1927-1987) summarized skills associated
with cognitive-moral development. Kohlberg’s psychological theory contends

that moral reasoning is the foundation for ethical behavior with six developmental

stages that explain many of the aspects of thinking and moral decision making.

Pre-conventional, conventional and post-conventional autonomous or principled
levels are each comprised of two stages that individuals progress through on

their way to cognitive moral development (Kohlberg, 1981, pp.17-19). He
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theorized that children identify with themselves as well as a few select others.
Most people identify with particular groups and not others. Gehring relates

Kohlberg’s theories to contemporary criminal thought processes by stating, “They
see the world by gang, neighborhood, region, or country; or by race, gender, or
religion, etc.” (Gehring, 2012, p. 290). Programs for these individuals need to
address their view of the world, their group identification, and their view of

themselves.
Current DJJ treatment models and intervention programs such as

IMPACT are based on the theories and principles of these contributors of
correctional education and incorporates these schools of thought into the
foundation of its treatment programs for high risk youthful offenders.

Participants’ assume some responsibility in making program decisions and

choosing how groups are conducted. DJJ educational staff, custody and living
unit staff are trained in cognitive behavior therapy (CBT) and motivational
interviewing (Ml) and are expected to use them in all treatment areas of the
institution.

Incarcerated Men Putting Away Childish Things (IMPACT)

The program selected for this study is Incarcerated Men Putting Away

Childish Things (IMPACT). IMPACT began in 1995 in the Garden Chapel at San

Quentin State Prison. With the assistance of a small, carefully selected group of
inmates, Chaplain Earl Smith conceived and constructed IMPACT. The roots of
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the program began from the Prison Victim Offenders Reconciliation Group
(VORG). The mission of this self-help group was to assist inmates to accept

responsibility and be accountable for their crimes (Scott, 1994, p. 472).
IMPACT was developed and nurtured by convicted male felons who wrote

a curriculum with a goal to reduce aggressive behaviors among men and boys.
The curriculum is designed to be responsive to the criminogenic risk of youth

(DiCarlo-Sheridan, 2009, pp.22-23). IMPACT addresses the moral and cognitive
development of the participants by stressing accountability, integrity, and

responsibility (AIR). It is unique in its design because of its delivery to youthful
offenders. The program facilitators are convicted felons, many with 25 years to
life sentences. The facilitators are men who are program graduates and have

completed extensive IMPACT training. Their training focuses on cognitive
behavior therapy (CBT), motivational interviewing (Ml), and other related
treatment and therapy programs. The program does not assess for needs, risks,

and re-sensitivity prior to assignment. IMPACT is a controlled curriculum of ten
modules and participants must complete each module within eight weeks.
Participants must repeat modules they do not complete. The topics of each two-

hour session vary depending on the needs of the participants. Table 1 illustrates
IMPACT program participation statistics.
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Table 1. IMPACT Program Participation
Youth Attended

Youth Completed

2006

236

169

Percentage
71%

2007

1,189

825

69%

2008

1,559

1,363

87%

2009

1,873

1,407

71%

2010

2,213

1,660

75%

2011

1,752

1,519

87%

835

695

83%

9,657

7,638

79%

2012
through
9/21/12
Total

IMPACT Newsletter, updated September 21,2012.
(Published by the DJJ Juvenile Gang Operations Unit, Sacramento, CA)

In February, 2006 IMPACT, a non-profit organization, contracted with DJJ
to provide counseling services to youthful offenders in five youth correctional
facilities; N.A. Chaderjian Youth Correctional Facility, O.H. Close Youth
Correctional Facility, Hernan G. Stark Youth Correction Facility, and Preston
Youth Correctional Facility. DJJ determined the risk level of youthful offenders,

which ultimately determined living unit assignment. A key factor in determining
voluntary or required participation in IMPACT was the living unit assignment. In
some facilities, participants volunteered to take part in the program. In other

facilities, attendance in the program was required. In January, 2009 there were
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ten voluntary and eight required IMPACT groups in DJJ. (Chapman, et al., 2010,

p. 25).
IMPACT is one of the means that DJJ addresses gang management and
violence in the Remedial Plan of the Farrell and Cate decision (CDCR, 2010, p.
21). At N.A. Chaderjian, it is reported that from a population of 321 youth (WIN,
9/24/12), 235 claim to have gang affiliation during intake. Gang affiliation is

associated with violence in the facility. Reducing violence is an important aspect
of IMPACT. As a result of program success, the California Gang Reduction
Intervention and Prevention Program (CALGRIP) expanded IMPACT and

planned to establish two six-bed transitional houses in Moreno Valley and

Modesto (E. Smith, personal communication, March 3, 2011). Transitional
houses provide post-release support of youthful offenders to transition back to
their communities. The author visited the Modesto facility and interviewed

Chaplain Ear! Smith at the site in 2011. Since the initial interview, the Modesto
house never actually opened and the Moreno Valley house closed after

approximately one year of operation. The reason for the closures was that the

State discontinued parole for youthful offenders and returned them back to their
counties on probation (L. Neal, personal communication, September 26, 2012).
The program teaches the skills necessary to enhance the family structure

and assist individuals to develop a healthier understanding of male thought
processes and the individual’s role in society. It stresses that when participants

make choices, there are consequences for which they are accountable. These
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consequences are solely the responsibility of the person making the decision. In
this program, integrity is making the right decision for the right reason. IMPACT

was designed to address gang violence and to give young men the motivation

and skills to move away from gang involvement.

IMPACT was the subject of two research studies. The first, in 2009 by the
California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation, is Assessment and
Evaluation in the Division of Juvenile Justice Facilities in California (Chapman, et

al., 2009, pp.1-40). The study applied a mixture of quantitative and qualitative

methodologies to identify program effectiveness. In this study, the determination

of effectiveness was measured by a reduced number of violent violations of

wards who had participated in IMPACT. The study was limited because it lacked
random assignment and a control group to compare outcomes and results. It

also lacked a predictive inferential analysis, control variables to determine a
significant correlation between participating in IMPACT and subsequent
outcomes (Chapman, et al., 2009, p. 6). Although the study had methodological

limitations, it provided recommendations for future research regarding positive

outcomes (Chapman, et al., 2009, p. 6).
The second study was Changing Lives Through Both Theory and Practice:
An Investigation on the Prospect ofCrime Control Via Intervention and

Prevention with Juvenile Offenders (2009) by Di Carlo-Sheridan. This research
study used a qualitative design to develop the facilitator’s perspective regarding

what is essential to the success of IMPACT. The design of the study was
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observations and in depth, open-ended interviews along with document analysis.

The findings concluded that IMPACT fit well with the mission and goals of DJJ

and CDCR, and that it was a viable program that supported the DJJ’s vision of

cognitive behavioral change for youth. Essential elements of IMPACT were

identified: (1) offering alternatives that result in cognitive, behavioral and
attitudinal changes in participants, (2) meeting youth at their level using a multi

layered and highly individual approach, (3) walking attendees through situational
scenarios rather than lecturing, (4) using small break out groups for direct
discussion and individual application, and (5) confirming that facilitator methods

have a high degree of consistency and credibility (DiCarlo-Sheridan, 2009, pp.

20-21). The DiCarlo-Sheridan study was limited in a number of ways because it
did not use an effective instrument to measure success and there was a limited

number of observers to collect data, providing different perspectives to the study.
The researcher noted that there was a low number of participants during the
observation sessions, having an effect on the findings (DiCarlo-Sheridan, 2009,

p. 21).

IMPACT is an exemplary program that substantiates the theories that
people can change their actions through cognitive development, democratic

principles, social and cultural interactions. It also provides effective delivery
methods for these ideas. Programs such as IMPACT contain elements that
address the moral, social, and cognitive development of its participants as well
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as the character of the individuals’ progress with critical thinking and decision

making skills.

Positive Outcomes
Positive outcomes are effective interventions that potentially reduce the

likelihood of offenders committing more crime. Some of these outcomes, as

identified in the research literature, are employment, career development,
education, cognitive skills, and community involvement. Quantitative research in
the field has explored the methods used by intervention programs for juvenile
offenders that best promote and encourage these outcomes.

The research of Brazzeli, et al. regarding the effectiveness of correctional

education focuses on recidivism in terms of re-offending, re-arrest, re
incarceration, and employment related measures. There is a great need to

further examine other re-entry outcomes such as pro-social attitudes, cognitive
functioning, family relationships, and civic responsibilities. This type of research
would provide a more complete view of correctional education’s impact (Brazzeli,

et al., 2009, p. 19). The literature lacked well-designed studies that addressed
these outcomes and what could be done to achieve them.

In a study conducted in 2010, Improving the Effectiveness of Juvenile
Justice Programs, therapeutic and control treatment philosophies were compared

using meta-analysis. To optimize results of recidivism and other outcomes,
programs from the therapeutic categories were indicated in the study to be
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favored over those from the control categories. The programs were evaluated by
determining the percent of recidivism reduction from a .50 baseline. The

therapeutic categories consisted of restorative (+10%), skill building (+12%),

counseling (+14%), and multiple services (+12%). The program categories that
the study recommended to avoid were discipline (-8%), deterrence (-2%), and
surveillance (+6%) (Lipsey, 2010, p. 24). The methodology, according to the

researchers, was a review that used statistical methods to summarize the results

of the independent studies to level the playing field to assess comparative
program effectiveness. Meta-analysis of juvenile justice programs provides the

opportunity to identify generalizations about the factors associated with effective
programs (Lipsey, 2010, p. 21). The study demonstrated that some juveniles are

more responsive in intervention programs than others. The analyses indicated
there is little difference associated with the demographic characteristics of age,
gender, and ethnicity. The risk for delinquency was the one characteristic among

juveniles who received interventions that indicated an overall relationship.

Generally, the interventions applied to high risk delinquents resulted in greater
reduction of recidivism than those in the lower risk categories of delinquents

(Lipsey, 2010, p. 23). The researchers concluded that the juvenile justice
system, in general terms, would achieve more delinquency reduction benefits by

concentrating the most effective and costly interventions on high risk rather than
on lower risk cases (Lipsey, 2010, p. 23).
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There is debate regarding the issue of recidivism in the criminal justice
system. The public views recidivism as the benchmark standard in which

correctional educators should be evaluated. The correctional system, including
correctional educators, struggles with a common definition and lacks common
standards of measurement. A number of studies have explored this issue with

goals to develop a common definition and standards of measurement for
recidivism that could be used universally throughout the juvenile justice system.

A research paper by Harris, Lockwood, Mengers, et al., Defining and Measuring

Recidivism, discusses the lack of standardization to measure recidivism. This
lack of a standard of the term recidivism hinders comparisons of programs and

the chances of replicating research. The report stressed the need for

standardization using benchmarks to judge the effectiveness of agencies and
their programs. The study team recognized that ultimately the way to evaluate

programs was to examine outcomes such as educational attainment and

program completion. The twelve-member work group agreed that the need for
positive outcomes research is extremely important for the future of juvenile

corrections (Harris, et al., 2009, p.37). Although the report recommendations

were sound, it was limited because no methods were suggested regarding how
these standards could be implemented and, without a Federal juvenile justice

system, a national standard for recidivism would be difficult to achieve at this

time.
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Perceptions of Successful Graduates of Juvenile Residential Programs:

Reflection and Suggestions for Success by Mincey, Maldonado, Lacey, and
Thompson (2008) was also reviewed. This qualitative study explored the

essence of juvenile delinquency and recidivism. Nine successful inmates of
various juvenile facilities in urban Miami, Florida were interviewed. The

researchers applied sound methodology to uncover possible themes, patterns,

and clusters of meaning regarding the growing evidence of juvenile crime and
delinquency. To ensure credibility and dependability, the researchers sought to
triangulate and cross check data using specific software to organize text and

audio files (Mincey, et al., 2008, p. 6). Their findings indicated that correctional
leaders should be compassionate, competent people who can deliver effective
therapeutic services to youthful offenders. Counselors and program staff should
be thoughtful of the important roles they have in reducing juvenile recidivism.

Highly competent counselors and teachers have sustaining impact on young

people (Mincey, et al., 2008, p. 27).
Furthermore, according to Brazzell, et al., correctional education reduces

recidivism and improves employment outcomes (Brazzell, et al., 2009, pp.18-19).

Evidence suggests that treatment programs can reduce recidivism. Basic skills
and vocational education are benchmarks of correctional education. However,

high risk offenders need additional, essential services along with these
benchmarks. Group therapy, psychotherapy, and specialized programs are
important to reduce recidivism. Comprehensive programs bring awareness of
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different ways to respond to the world and enhance social thinking and behavior.

IMPACT promotes positive outcomes and decreases the likelihood that the

youthful offender will commit more crime. IMPACT is an intervention program
that best promotes and encourages these outcomes which may decrease
recidivism in high risk youthful offenders.

Negative Effects of Incarceration
From Classroom to Community: Exploring the Role of Education During

Incarceration and Re-Entry by Brazzell, et al. indicated that social cognition
(understanding social interactions and the behavior of others), executive

cognitive function (the ability to plan and to implement goal oriented behavior),
problem solving skills, and self efficiency are cognitive issues connected with

criminal anti-social behavior (Brazzell, et al., 2009, p. 17). Educational programs
that promote these cognitive skills help to counterbalance the negative effects of

prisonization, a process whereby people who are incarcerated become
acculturated to the negative values of prison subculture (Harer, 1994, pp. 44-45).

In an interview with DiCarlo-Sheridan, Earl Smith, the founder of IMPACT stated:
Change may be effected when the individual recognizes that they are

‘incarcerated’ by behavior and attitudes and that those behaviors and

attitudes result in periods of detention and separation from society that
continue if unchecked. This, like prisonization, encourages men to

gravitate towards the ‘convict code’ as a result of false perceptions
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regarding masculine images of the self (criminal) identity. (DiCarloSheridan, 2009, p. 17).

Best Practices in Evidence-Based Programs

A successful education program is built with sound structure and workable
components; this improves the chances that it will function at the highest level
possible. Treatment for juvenile offenders who are in high risk categories should

suit the needs of individuals. Motivating people to make positive changes in their
lives is a difficult and lengthy commitment for young offenders and service
providers. Effective programs must be identified but it is also important to

determine the components of the program that facilitate effectiveness.

It is likewise important to closely evaluate programs and policies that fail to

produce desired outcomes. These outcomes should reflect and be based on
performance. Desired results and program goals should be established before a
program is implemented, to monitor the achievement of desired results. External

evaluators should judge the performance of programs using rigorous,
standardized methods. This type of scrutiny would produce a positive return on
taxpayers’ investments. In order to develop a meaningful response to juvenile

crime, correctional educators must select programs and activities that are verified
as effective. The current trend in DJJ is that “staff need to be on the same page

of understanding evidence-based principles and the direction DJJ is going in the
treatment of youth" (CDCR DJJ In-Service Training CBT, 2011, p. 3).
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Concurrently, DJJ education and custody staff are receiving training in cognitive

behavior therapy, social learning theory, motivational interviewing, the CA Youth
Assessment of Service Inventory (YASI), and other related evidence-based

models.
When reviewing evidence-based programs, the following criteria should be

used to evaluate quantitative studies: (1) all studies should be considered and

those using a select group of research agendas, subjective in nature, should be
avoided, (2) the research design should include control or comparison groups. A

random assignment of the target population is preferred, (3) studies should be
from real life programs in the field that have some longevity, and (4) if the

developer of a program is also the evaluator, the results of the study should be
discounted to avoid a conflict of interest (Aos, Miller, & Drake, 2006, p. 16).

Treatment Factors

Similar to other exemplary programs, IMPACT uses therapeutic factors
that are interwoven into the curriculum to treat unmotivated youth and those that
are not ready to change. Facilitators are introduced to concepts and techniques

of cognitive behavioral therapy (CBT) and motivational interviewing (Ml)
(Chapman, et al., 2009, p.iii). They use positive reinforcement and honest
dialogue in assisting youth to identify thinking errors and prepare to plan for
change. IMPACT uses Prochaska’s theories regarding the stages of change;

pre-contemplation, contemplation, preparation, action and maintenance stages,
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in the therapy process to encourage high risk youth who resist addressing their
issues and changing their destructive behavior (Prochaska, DiClemente &
Norcross, 1992, pp.1102-1114). Facilitators slowly advance youth through the
stages by formulating change plans (Di-Carlo-Sheridan, 2009, p. 22). They use

their personal life experiences to relate to youth so they can become more open

to change and begin to prepare for individualized treatment, and to help change
criminogenic behaviors and attitudes. IMPACT introduces higher level

criminogenic treatment such as individualized therapy, multi-systemic therapy,
family functioning therapy (FFT), and CBT to focus and develop skills that
promote life changing results (Di-Carlo-Sheridan, 2009, p.8).
Individualized therapy recommends recipients’ counseling needs should
be based on testing. YASI customizes individual responses to graphically

portray what type of counseling is best suited to the treatment needs of
offenders. FFT is a therapeutic philosophy using multi-systemic treatment. In

family and community-based treatments, individuals intensively work through
what society views as unacceptable behavior (Lipsey, 2010, p. 26). The primary
concept of CBT is that a person’s thoughts and feelings are exhibited in behavior.

CBT teaches participants that they may not be able to control every aspect of

their lives but they can take control of how they interpret and cope with their
environment. Ml is a clinical method that assists people to resolve their
ambivalence regarding change by bringing forth intrinsic motivation and
commitment. Clients and practitioners collaborate and draw on the inherent
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desires and abilities of individuals to facilitate change. DiCarlo-Sheridan found
evidence that IMPACT facilitators have a clear understanding of CBT and Ml

(DiCarlo-Sheridan, 2009, p.23).
High risk youth who participate in services such as IMPACT in an
appropriate setting and for an appropriate duration demonstrate success in

achieving positive outcomes (Chapman, et al., 2009, p. 8). According to a 2007
Juvenile Justice report, success in evidence-based programs for high risk youth

increased when delivered to higher risk youth; the same programs delivered to

lower risk levels were less successful (Hennigan & Koinick, 2007, p. 22). Lipsey
demonstrated this relationship between delivery and risk level of participating
youth (Lipsey, 2010 p. 27).

Youthful offenders detained in the juvenile justice system have inherent
factors that foster program non-completion. Yet completing intervention

programs for high risk youth is critical to success on parole. Youth do not
complete treatment programs often in correctional settings (McMurran & Ward,
2010, p. 25). The data regarding IMPACT collected in 2009 documents

addressed reasons why participants do not complete the program (Chapman, et
al., 2009, p. 15). There are factors and situations, such as youth who were

paroled or transferred, which affected these outcomes. Determining the factors
that can be controlled would increase the likelihood of program completion.

Table 2 illustrates the number of youth and the percentage in each category for

non-completion of IMPACT participants in 2009.
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Table 2. Reasons for Non-Completion of IMPACT in 2009

Completed
Refused to participate
Paroled
Transferred
Did not complete/reason unknown
Dismissed
Other*
Missing (no information)
Total

Number
809
69
65
47
33
29
34
88
1,174

Percent
68.9%
5.9%
5.5%
4.0%
2.8%
2.5%
2.9%
7.5%
100%

*Other reasons for non-completion include out to attend court, transferred to
a special management program (SMP), and transferred to temporary
detention (TD). There was no information for 88 of the participants (Chapman,
et al., 2009, p.15).

Completion of treatment programs relates to positive outcomes and is
associated with success after release from incarceration. Voluntary methods of

assignment are significant because they affect the participants’ completion of the
program. Researchers observed that when IMPACT participants volunteer they
have improved body language and interest levels compared to those participants

whose attendance is required (DiCarlo-Sheridan, 2009, p. 21).

Delivery

The 2010 CDCR/DJJ Consent Decree required the DJJ to use risk levels
(low, medium and high) to assign living units, educational services, and treatment

programs. Risk levels may be determined using the Ward Information Network
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(WIN) and Departmental Disciplinary Making System (DDMS) and are also
based on the individual’s level of institutional violence. Another means of
determining risk level is a tool from the 2007 Juvenile Justice Data Project. This

tool, a Youth Assessment of Service Inventory (YASI), measures and determines
need, risk and response levels of youthful offenders (Hennigan & Koinick, 2007,
p. 22) as illustrated in Figure 1.
The State of California uses YASI during initial and tri-annual living unit
case conferences to determine assignment to counseling programs. YASI

graphically represents what an individual needs to do to fulfill his treatment. It is
used to identify youthful offenders that might benefit the most from IMPACT. The

Chapman, et al. study regarding IMPACT established that, regardless of
participants’ voluntary or required attendance, the needs and readiness for

change were not assessed. Unfortunately, many youth choose to attend
treatment for social interaction reasons. Chapman, et al. recommended referrals

to IMPACT should be based on a valid assessment such as YASI (Chapman, et
al., 2009, p. 7).
At each of the DJJ facilities, YASI are completed during intake clinics to

identify individual risk areas. Normally assessment is done at the 120-day point
during case conferences. The interviews are semi-structured, using a series of
open-ended statements in an Ml style. The youth and staff person work together

to form an effective and realistic treatment plan using the YASI Wheel.
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Intervention program models are best delivered to juvenile offenders when

they match individual needs and risk levels (Hennigan & Koinick, 2007, p. 27).

IMPACT has a flexible delivery model with ten modules designed to meet specific
needs and address individual issues of participants (DiCarlo-Sheridan, 2009, p.

23).

Risk Factors

Full Assessment Risk

m

Overall

n

Very High

Suite Hdc

Dynamic RWc

Kish

Very High

Full Assessment Protective
Overall
Low

Static
Protective

Protective

None

Low

Dynamic

Risk Factors

Figure 1. Youth Assessment of Service Inventory Wheel (YASI)

California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation. (December 2011).

Division ofjuvenile Justice in-service training: Integrated behavior
treatment model (1BTM) overview, p. 15.
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CHAPTER THREE

DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

Population
The California Division of Juvenile Justice has 880 male youth housed at

three institutions and one fire camp throughout the State of California. These

youth are assigned to the following institutions: N.A. Chaderjian Youth
Correctional Facility, O.H. Close Youth Correctional Facility, Ventura Youth
Correctional Facility, and Pine Grove Fire Camp.

Target Population

The target population of this quantitative study is juvenile justice youth

who participate in the IMPACT intervention program and have completed at least
one module of the program. IMPACT was chosen because it is an intervention

program that is used in most of the institutions. The Pine Grove Fire Camp does
not have IMPACT groups. IMPACT is evidence-based, has longevity, and has

the elements of voluntary and required participation.

Sample

The samples for this study are from the target population of the eleven

living units at N.A. Chaderjian Youth Correctional Facility. Eight living units
participated in the study. With each subject individually, the researcher
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explained the informed consent form and conducted the survey. The subjects
were separated from the rest of the IMPACT group to maintain confidentiality and

to ensure that responses were not discussed with other participants. Prior to
conducting data collection, the researcher estimated that he would obtain a total

of 50-70 surveys. The researcher actually surveyed 52 participants. Two of the
participants refused to take part and 50 participants completed the survey. Once

the State of California granted final permission to conduct the study, data

collection began on August 30, 2012 and ended on September 11,2012.
The subjects had to have successfully completed one or more modules of

IMPACT and be 18 years of age or older. Interviewing each participant in a
private setting reduced any bias that might occur during the study. It was the

intent of the researcher to randomly assign subjects in the target population to

increase the reliability of the study. Because the approval process took over 18
months, it became impractical to take samples from three of the institutions.
Ventura Youth Correctional Facility downsized and youth were transferred to
N.A. Chaderjian Youth Correctional Facility. At the time of data collection, the

youth at O.H. Close Youth Correctional Facility were under the age of 18 and
were excluded from the study because of their age.
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Risk Level
Best practices determine that there are certain parameters and
dimensions of effective programs that are provided for high risk juveniles. These

high risk individuals were adjudicated before the age of 14. They usually have
three or more prior offenses. This group has a tendency for substance abuse

problems and a high dropout rate in public school. There is documented
evidence that many were abused or neglected as children. There is also a family
history of criminal behavior. Many of the individuals in this group are gang
members or involved with a gang. Individuals who have a greater number of

these criteria are assigned a higher risk level (Hennigan & Koinick, 2007, p.22).
The researcher in this study used the risk levels of the participants as determined
by DJJ. A risk assessment calculation example used to determine subjects’ level

of risk is Figure 2. The parameters are a means to determine risk levels and to
assist in determining realistic treatment plans. These parameters are not
intended to stereotype an individual or group.
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Risk Calculations

Risk Level Criteria (total points from the following):
Low:
Medium:
High:
Very High:

0-3
4-6
7-8
9

Risks:
Age at first adjudication in years ___
(Less than 14 = 1; else = 0)

_____

Total Number of Prior Offenses
(3 or more = 1, else = 0)

_____

Number of adjudications for felony offenses:
(3 or more = 2, 1 or 2 = 1,0 = 0)

_____

Youth was diagnosed with a substance
abuse problem:
(Yes =1, No = 0)

_____

Youth dropped out of school or is not currently
attending school:
(Yes = 1, No = 0)

_____

Youth was the subject of substantiated abuse or
neglect:
(Yes = 1, No = 0)

_____

One or more parents were convicted of a crime:
(Yes = 1, No = 0)

_____

Youth is a gang member or is involved with a gang:
(Yes = 1, No = 0)

_____

Total Score

Risk Calculation: Low, Medium, High, Very High

Figure 2. Risk Calculations
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Programs must contain a method of evaluation to demonstrate evidence

that they are effective. The Juvenile Gang Operations (JGO) established

evaluation strategies for intervention programs in DJJ. According to the Master
Plan 2010, DJJ must clearly indicate the risk levels of individuals as well as their

treatment, methods of assigning programs, and assessment.

Background Information

In 2009, the ethnicity of the youth in DJJ was as follows: 32.5% African
American, 13% Caucasian, 50% Hispanic and 7.5% Native American, Asian,
Filipino, and Pacific Islanders. These statistics are consistent with the ethnicity

make up of the participants of IMPACT (Chapman, et al., 2009, p. 14).

Youth who received IMPACT group services tend to be slightly younger
than the total population of DJJ. In 2009, the average age of a youth in DJJ was
19.5 years. The average age of youth participating in IMPACT was 18.4 years.
DJJ has youthful offenders ranging in age from 13 to 24 years of age (Chapman,
et al., 2009, p. 13).

A research study in 2009 by the Department of Corrections and

Rehabilitation suggested that participation in IMPACT reduces the number of

violent behaviors throughout the institutions. However, older youth tend to have

less reduction in recorded violent behavior (Chapman, et al., 2009, pp. 5-6).
Anecdotally, the Gang Intervention Coordinator (GIC) employed at
Preston Youth Correctional Facility reported that participants who completed one
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or more modules were more successful when they volunteered for the program
(G. Harris, personal communication, March 9, 2011). The program facilitators

state that the program “sells itself.” Youth who were required to go to IMPACT
tend to be disruptive, resentful, and refuse to participate. IMPACT was most

successful when several living units were combined in program sessions, forming

large groups of 30-60 participants with breakout sessions done in small groups of
six to ten participants (E. Contreas, personal communication, February 3, 2011).

To correlate information between the subjects of the study and the target
population, the researcher gathered and crosschecked the Ward Information
Network (WIN) data. The confidentiality of the subjects was maintained through

this phase of the study.
Attrition played a role in the study because many of the youth who might

have been subjects were paroled early and before they were ready for release as

prescribed by board orders. The entrance criteria for programs such as Fire
Camp changed so it was easier to qualify. Therefore, youth did not have the

opportunity to complete modules successfully. Some youth transferred to
different institutions and elected not to continue IMPACT at their receiving
institution because of negative interaction with other youth from rival gangs.
Although IMPACT facilitators had a high degree of consistency and credibility,

their style and trust building strategies were different at each institution. Group
dynamics and the highly individualistic approach might have influenced continued

participation of the youth in IMPACT. It should be noted that high risk offenders
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who were motivated to change their criminal behavior were more likely to

continue in IMPACT.

Data Collection Instrument and Data Collection
The data collection instrument in this study was developed to prove or

disprove the hypothesis and to adequately determine its validity and reliability.
The review of literature raised questions for the researcher regarding the most

effective delivery methods for intervention programs. Using the hypothesis and
an understanding of the schools of thought regarding cognitive development and

democratic principles, the researcher developed the tool to not only test the
hypothesis but also to rule out external and confounding variables which might

influence the results. The researcher’s goal was to address the issue of
voluntary and required program attendance and he realized it would be
necessary to address the factors which might influence and motivate youth to

complete or not complete the IMPACT program. The confounding variables were

determined through discussion with the galley draft readers, a process of
elimination, and wording and rewording the statements to ensure clarity for the
participants. The data collection instrument is Appendix B.

The instrument for this quantitative study was a collection of items using a

closed Likert scale form. This instrument was used to determine whether the
subjects, in their opinion, were able to volunteer to participate in IMPACT or were
required to participate. The data obtained from the instrument was analyzed by
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regression analysis. The researcher consulted with the Planning, Research and

Institutional Effectiveness Department at San Joaquin Delta College to determine
correlation coefficients for the study and regarding statistical methodology (A.
Nguyen, personal communication, August 23, 2012). It was not practical for the

researcher to consult with an analyst at California State University, San
Bernardino because of the distance of the researcher’s residence from the
campus. The objective of the instrument, a Likert scale questionnaire, was used
to determine if participation was voluntary or required and was the basis to

perform a regression analysis to control and discuss the confounding variables.
A galley draft of the instrument was circulated to three professionals
knowledgeable in data collection procedures. The researcher revised the

instrument and returned it to the readers for approval. The Institutional Review

Board (IRB) of California State University, San Bernardino made suggestions
and approved the final draft of the instrument (Williams, 2012).
The advantage to using this data collection instrument was that there were

two independent variables, volunteering and required attendance, statistically
compared with the dependent variable, completing one or more IMPACT
modules. The samples were analyzed by regression analysis to accept or reject

the hypothesis and to find relationships between the confounding variables.
Data collection was planned to reduce the degree of error and improve the

likelihood of consistency of the element that was measured. In this quasiexperimental design, cause (volunteering) and effect (completion of one or more
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modules) illustrated the relationship between the intervention program and the
desired outcome. A true experimental design was not practical because it was

not possible to have a control group that was not provided treatment over
another group (McMillian, 2006, p. 24). Further, sampling was narrowed to
participants of IMPACT groups and, therefore, was not truly random. The

researcher’s quasi-experimental design explored the relationship of volunteering
for IMPACT (independent variable) and the completion of one or more modules
(dependent variable), which is the essence of the study. Six confounding factors,

the importance of family, group pro-social counseling involvement, gang

importance, importance of IMPACT, importance of education, and decision
making or control were identified. These factors could threaten the internal and
external validity of the study. The instrument contained two statements regarding

each of the confounding variables in consideration to increase internal validity.
Seven procedures were used to reduce errors by threats to statistical

conclusion validity and internal validity was upheld. These were as follows: (1) a

regression analysis was used to increase the power of generalized conclusions
for internal validity, (2) statistical tests were performed to control the external
validity between the independent variable (volunteering) and the dependent

variable (completion of one or more modules), (3) the error rate problem,

‘fishing’, was addressed through the use of the Likert scale consisting of two

statements for each the confounding variables and other variables to be

controlled, (4) to measure the relationship of the variable a random sampling of
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the target population was taken from one institution, (5) the number of samples
was increased as much as possible under present conditions of reduced target

population to improve the range of the study, (6), treatment fidelity was
maintained by standardizing the treatment of the two groups because the
curriculum was set for the modules, (7) extraneous variance in the experimental

setting was controlled by the use of a single data collection instrument and by the
researcher.

There were discrepancies between the planned method of data collection

strategy and the strategy that actually applied to this report. They affected the

statistical conclusion validity that determined whether a relationship existed

between the two variables to be examined. The independent variable of

volunteering to participate in IMPACT could not be isolated from the required
group. During this study’s conception, there were distinct groups that could
volunteer and other groups that were required to participate. These groups were

isolated at the five institutions based on the assigned living unit of the youth. In
January, 2009, there were ten voluntary and eight required groups in DJJ. Even
then, entire institutions were “volunteer" and others were “required.” The process

of “right sizing” the Division reduced the cost per youth and combined all groups.
There are no longer groups in which all participants have volunteered and other

groups in which all participants were required to participate. Therefore, the

researcher relied on the subjects to identify if they had volunteered or were
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required to attend IMPACT. The outcome correlations may have been affected

by this factor.
The human rights of the subjects in this study were protected by following

these guidelines and procedures:
1. The study design and the instrument were reviewed and approved by the
Institutional Review Board of California State University, San Bernardino

(Appendix D) and the CDCR Office of Research (Appendix E).
2. All subjects signed the Informed Consent form (Appendix C) which

informed them of their rights in the study.
3. The subjects volunteered to be in the study and they were legally
competent.
4. There was no physical or emotional risk to the participants and they were
under no psychological stress or duress.

5. The researcher identified himself and explained the research.

6. The data collection instrument did not require that participants use their
names.
7. There were no rewards or incentives for participation in the study.

8. Statements on the survey were not sensitive aspects of their behavior or
their past.

9. Confidentiality and anonymity were maintained throughout the study.
The confidential information was not labeled or identified in any way

which may be detrimental to the study or the youth in the future.
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10. Interviews with subjects were conducted in a private setting.

11. The researcher was careful to avoid deceptive meanings built into the
research that might be interpreted as a hidden agenda.
12. Only the institutional demographic information was included in this
report. Individual information was excluded.
13. The completed surveys will be locked in a safe location for a period of

three years after the completion of the study. After three years, the
completed surveys will be destroyed.

Data Treatment Procedure

The following was the data treatment procedure:
1. The hypothesis was written carefully. The researcher considered at

great length what was to be measured to ensure that the subject matter,

and the report, therefore, was achievable.
2. The independent and dependent variables to be tested were identified

and controlled during the study by monitoring and treating relevant data

collected from the subjects.
3. A galley draft of the data collection instrument was completed. Three
readers reviewed it and gave feedback. The draft was revised and
distributed to the readers for another review.

4. A Likert scale questionnaire was developed and was determined to be

the best instrument for data collection. These statements were coded,

51

tested for a correlation between the two statements to ensure internal

validity and used during the subsequent regression analysis (Appendix
F).
5. A pilot implementation site was selected and twelve questionnaires were

given to individuals who were not included in the sampling.

6. The final revision of the instrument was made by the IRB and presented

to the galley draft readers for the third and final review.
7. The demographics of N.A. Chaderjian Youth Correctional Facility were
compared to demographics of the target population.

8. The Likert scale questionnaire was randomly administered to eight of the
11 units in session at the time, at N.A. Chaderjian Youth Correctional

Facility.
9. Participant surveys were analyzed. The number of years of participation

in IMPACT were converted to a numerical figure. For example, a
participant who began the program in July of 2011 was entered as

attending the program for one and one quarter years. The number of
modules the participant reported as completing was entered

correspondingly. This data was used for the Pearson regression
analysis. The described data treatment was used for all samples, the
volunteer and the required groups.
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10. The software, WinSTAT, was selected to perform the regression analysis
because it was affordable and easily applied. WinSTAT is an add-on

program to Excel and the researcher was familiar with Excel.
11. A correlation coefficient was used to measure the relationship between

the dependent variable (one module completed) and the independent
variables (volunteering and required attendance).
12. All samples, including the ones in which the respondents refused to

participate, were accepted, confirming that the subjects of the study had

a choice to participate.
13. The percentage of each of six levels of the Likert scale were compared

to the number of participants that completed one or more modules.
14. The regression analysis data was compiled to determine the correlation
coefficient measuring the relationship between the dependent and the
independent variables.

15. The findings were analyzed and conclusions developed based on the
data presented.
Statistical procedures were used to interpret the data to report the

findings, make conclusions, and provide suggestions for programs and further

research in this area. The advantage of this quantitative research design was
that the findings were based on numbers and interpreted without making

inference and judgmental decisions. The disadvantage of this type of research
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was that it did not allow for inference or opinions that might be important to the

study.
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CHAPTER FOUR
FINDINGS AND RESULTS

The hypothesis of this quantitative research study was that participation in
voluntary, evidence-based juvenile justice intervention programs is more likely to

be completed by the participants than in programs where participation is
assigned or required. This Findings and Results section addresses the

associations, relationships and correlations that support this theory. These
findings were based on the data collected and previous research to support the

interpretation of the most relevant information.

The independent variable of voluntary participation compared statistically

to a group of participants with required attendance in IMPACT. The findings of
this study included: 1) descriptive statistics of numbers of modules completed by

both groups, as a whole and individually, 2) analysis of the length of time in years
both groups attended IMPACT, 3) regression analyses of both groups of the
number of years in IMPACT and the number of modules completed, 4)

identification of confounding variables and scaled items, and 5) correlation of the
confounding variables.

Modules Completed

The mean number of modules completed by the volunteer group was
4.9 and the required group completed mean was 4.0 modules. The mean
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number of completed modules for both groups combined was 4.36. This

difference in mean number of modules completed illustrated a positive

relationship between volunteer participation and completing IMPACT modules.
The required group had a higher incidence of completion (1.0567), than the

volunteer group, (0.4662) as illustrated in Table 3. This number associates a

more normal distribution of modules completed for the volunteer group than the
required group. The standard deviation of the volunteer group was 2.6735, was
slightly lower than the required group, 2.6910. These standard deviations were

not statistically different. However, the variance of the mode of the two groups
was greater for the required group (3.0) than for the volunteer group (2.0). Table

3 illustrates the descriptive statistical analyses of both groups as compared to the

total number of samples.
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Table 3. Descriptive Statistics

Valid cases
Mean
Std. error of
mean
Mode
Variance
Std. Deviation
Variation
Coefficient
rel.
V.coefficient
(%)
Skew
Kurtosis
Minimum
Maximum
Range
Sum
Sth percentile
10th percentile
25th percentile
Median
75th percentile
90th percentile
95th percentile

Volunteer

Required

All Participants

20
4.9

30
4.0

50
4.36

0.597802995
2.0
7.147368421
2.673456269

0.491303684
3.0
7.24137931
2.690981106

0.380933333
3.0
7.255510204
2.693605428

0.54560332

0.672745276

0.61779941

12.20006113
0.466218588
-0.537844637
1
10
9
98
1.05
2.00
2.25
4.50
7.00
9.80
10.00

12.28259211
1.056697718
0.516222184
0
10
10
120
0.55
1.00
2.00
3.00
5.00
9.80
10.00

8.737003047
0.767314485
-0.19559524
0
10
10
218
1.00
1.10
2.00
4.00
6.00
9.80
10.00

Figure 3 compares the percentage of responses of the number of modules

completed by both groups. This figure indicates that participants who were
required to attend IMPACT had a somewhat normal distribution of total number

of modules completed with the majority in the two to four modules completed
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categories. The volunteer group had a more random distribution of total number
of modules completed and more variance in the sample between the two to
seven modules completed categories. This finding is supported by DiCarlo-

Sheridan (2009) who observed that participants who volunteered to be in
IMPACT had improved body language and interest levels compared to the

required group (DiCarlo-Sheridan, 2009, p. 31).

Figure 3. Comparison of the Number of Modules Completed:
Volunteer and Required Groups
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Number of Years of IMPACT Attendance
Figure 4 indicates that most of the subjects in the two populations had
been in IMPACT for less than four years. After the second year, the required

group had a radical decline in participation. The volunteer group tended to stay

in the program longer with more participation in the two to three year category.
After the three to four year period, the attendance for both groups dropped off

proportionally.

Figure 4. Number of Years of IMPACT Attendance:
Volunteer and Required Groups
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Number of Modules Completed Versus
Number of Years of Attendance
As expected, both populations had a positive correlation between the
number of IMPACT modules completed and the number of years in the program.

The correlating coefficient (R), 0.5733, of the Pearson polynomial regression
analysis indicated that there was a proportional relationship between the number

of modules completed and the number of years in IMPACT for the entire
population as shown in Figure 5.
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Figure 5. Polynomial Regression Analysis: All Participants,
Number of Modules Completed and Years of Attendance in IMPACT
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The polynomial regression analysis for the volunteer group (Figure 6)

indicates a coefficient of .6885 and the required group (Figure 7) has a coefficient
of .6385. Both groups suggest a strong linear correlation. However, it should be
noted that the correlation coefficient for the volunteer group has a slightly higher

relationship than the required group.
The regression analysis indicated a very slight difference between the

independent variables. The relationship between completing modules, years of

attendance, and volunteer participation or required participation was important
factors in the completion of evidence-based programs. The researcher
interpreted this data to indicate that the volunteer group completed more

modules in less time as compared to the required group as illustrated by the
downhill slope in Figure 6 compared to the upward slope in Figure 7. The
volunteer group completed seven modules in two and one half years whereas the
required group in approximately three years, indicating the volunteer group

progressed through the modules at a faster rate. Furthermore, if projected, the
volunteer group would complete the ten IMPACT modules in two and one half

years compared to the required group who would complete the ten modules in

over four and one half years.
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N
20

R
0.688465552

R-Square
0.473984817

Standard Error
0.837798303

Figure 6. Polynomial Regression Analysis: Volunteer Group,
Number of Modules Completed and Years of Attendance in IMPACT
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Figure 7. Polynomial Regression Analysis: Required Group,
Number of Modules Completed and Years of Attendance in IMPACT

Confounding Variables—Scaled Items
The data collection instrument included six confounding variables, family,

gangs, decisions, IMPACT, counseling and education. These scaled items were
selected to allow an accurate assessment of beliefs and opinions of both

groups. Because the Likert scale included two statements for each confounding

variable, the mean of the percentages of responses were calculated to simplify
the following Figures 8 through 13.
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The participants’ beliefs and opinions regarding their family were
survey statements 1, “My family visits me” and 9, “I value time with my family.”

Figure 8 indicates that the confounding variable, family, was statistically similar
for both groups. Approximately 50% or more of the gradations are on the
positive end of the scale. The data suggested that the participants feel strongly

and positively toward their families.

Figure 8. Mean Percentage of Responses:
Confounding Variable Statements—Family
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Statements 2 “Gangs have been good for me,” and 11, “I think gangs can
be beneficial,” measure the participants’ views regarding gangs. These
statements were purposefully worded to elicit negative responses, checking the

samples for consistency and reliability. In Figure 9, both groups indicated that

gangs were not important to them and had very similar survey responses. This
data suggests that the target population strongly disagrees with the statements.

Figure 9. Mean Percentage of Responses:
Confounding Variable Statements—Gangs
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Figure 10 reflects the participants’ beliefs regarding decision making and
control in their lives with survey statements 3, “I have control over decisions in

my life” and 7, “I have control in my life.” The results for both groups was similar,
indicating positive responses for this variable. The volunteer group overall
indicated slightly higher agreement with the statements than the required group
with an 18% higher gradation response for “Always.”

Figure 10. Mean Percentage of Responses:
Confounding Variable Statements—Decisions
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The participants’ attitudes toward IMPACT were reflected in survey
statements 4, “The IMPACT program is important to me” and 8, “1 plan to

continue the IMPACT program.” Both groups indicated positive attitudes toward
IMPACT in Figure 11. The volunteer group had 25% more “Always” responses,
indicating very strong agreement with these statements as compared to the

required group.

Figure 11. Mean Percentage of Responses:
Confounding Variable Statements—IMPACT
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Survey statements 5, “1 participate in counseling sessions" and 12, “I
participate in team sports,” reflect the participants’ involvement in counseling and
group activities. The confounding variable with the most significant difference
between the two groups as illustrated in Figure 12. The required group had a

modified normal distribution of responses and the volunteer group had an uneven
bimodal distribution. The volunteer group indicated much stronger responses to

the counseling statements with 35% more “Always” responses than the required
group.

Figure 12. Mean Percentage of Responses:
Confounding Variable Statements—Counseling
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Survey data on the participants’ views regarding education was obtained
from statements 6, “1 plan to attend college or vocational school” and 10,

“Education is valuable to me.” Both groups indicated very similar positive
responses to this confounding variable, as indicated in Figure 13.

Figure 13. Mean Percentage of Responses:
Confounding Variable Statements—Education

These six figures indicate that both samples agree strongly regarding the

importance of family, decisions/control, IMPACT and education, and strongly
disagree that gangs are important to them. The most significant finding is in

Figure 12, demonstrating very strong responses from the volunteer group
regarding counseling and group activities.
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Confounding Variables—Correlations
As discussed, the confounding variable that demonstrated a strong linear

relationship was counseling for the volunteer group. The correlation coefficients

of the volunteer and required groups are illustrated in Table 4. There was a

significant difference between the required group (correlation coefficient, .4857)
to the volunteer group (correlation coefficient, .7537).

Table 4. Confounding Variables—Correlations
Volunteer

Family
Correlation coefficient
Valid cases
One-sided significance
Gangs
Correlation coefficient
Valid cases
One-sided significance
Decisions
Correlation coefficient
Valid cases
One-sided significance
IMPACT
Correlation coefficient
Valid cases
One-sided significance
Counseling
Correlation coefficient
Valid cases
One-sided significance
Education
Correlation coefficient
Valid cases
One-sided significance

Required

0.463816829 0.085714286
6
6
0.177082149 0.43587172
0.647058824 0.637748139
6
6
0.082434357 0.086535554
0.529411765 0.463816829
6
6
0.140036637 0.177082149
0.313467753
6
0.27259968

0.382518426
6
0.227103738

0.753702346
6
0.041761641

0.485714286
6
0.164361516

0.573529412 0.405839725
6
6
0.117016557 0.212331254
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The family variable for the volunteer group (.4638) indicated some
relationship and the required group (.0857) indicated very little correlation. Table

4 indicated that for all other correlations, the volunteer and required groups were

very much the same as indicated by the Pearson regression analyses.
Tables 5 and 6 summarize the data concerning the six confounding
variables according to the key below. Both tables graphically show the

similarities and differences in the two groups with respect to the confounding

variables. The required group had less correlation between the statements
regarding the importance of gangs and family visits in comparison to the

volunteer group which had a stronger correlation with the statements regarding
continuing IMPACT and disassociation of gangs. The volunteer group had a

higher correlation between continuing in IMPACT and counseling compared to

the required group.
The importance of counseling was confirmed by research conducted by
Mincey, et al. (2008). Their findings regarding delinquency and recidivism
indicated the need for competent, compassionate counselors who deliver

effective therapeutic services to youthful offenders (Mincey, et al., p. 27). The
importance of counseling is stressed further as evidenced by the current trend in
DJJ to provide training for all staff in cognitive behavior therapy and motivational

interviewing.
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Key: Tables 5 and 6

•

+ indicates little correlation (+ or-.0001 to .2999)

•

++ indicates some significant correlations (+ or -.3000 to .5999)
+++

•

indicates strong correlation (+ or - .6000 to .9999)

Statement Coding:

Code

F1
F2
G1
G2
D1
D2
11
I2
C1
C2
E1
E2

#
(1)
(9)
(2)
(11)
(3)
(7)
(4)
(8)
(5)
(12)
(6)
(10)

Statement

My family visits me.
I value time with my family.
Gangs have been good for me.
I think gangs can be beneficial.
I have control over decisions in my life.
I have control in my life.
The IMPACT program is important to me.
I plan to continue the IMPACT program.
I participate in counseling sessions.
I participate in team sports.
I plan to attend college or vocational schools.
Education is valuable to me.
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Table 5. Analysis of the Correlation Coefficient:
Confounding Variables—Volunteer

Table 6. Analysis of the Correlation Coefficient:
Confounding Variables—Required

+++

H—I—r

j—px

+++

+++

+++

+++

++ +

+++

+++
++ +

TTT’

+++

+++

Indicates strong correlation
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++ +
+++
+ ++
+++
+++

CHAPTER FIVE
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Conclusions

The hypothesis of this study was that voluntary participation in an
evidence-based juvenile justice intervention program was more likely to be

completed by participants than in a program in which participation is required.
Statistically, the findings of this study did not indicate significant data to prove

that the hypothesis was accepted or rejected. However, the findings indicated
there was a need for further research in this area which would be vital to

correctional education and the juvenile justice system.
Youthful offenders that are willing to change are impacted by effective

intervention programs. These programs must be evidence-based, cost effective
and produce positive outcomes that will reduce recidivism. Prior to conducting

this study, the researcher assumed that in the juvenile justice system, youth who
volunteer to participate in programs would respond better to treatment. This

assumption was considered and influenced by ideas and theories regarding
cognitive development, democratic education, social and cultural identification,
and methods of delivery of many scholars in the field.
IMPACT is an evidence-based program unique in its design for high risk

youthful offenders. In 2006, IMPACT contracted with DJJ as part of the Consent
Decree to reduce gang violence in the juvenile justice system. The curriculum of
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the program is developed and taught by ex-convicts who had been convicted of
15 years to life sentences.
At this writing, the CDCR and DJJ struggle with many issues including a

standardized definition of recidivism and the right sizing of DJJ. However,
despite these issues, DJJ provides training on evidence-based programs using

cognitive behavioral therapy, social learning theory, motivational interviewing, the

YASI Wheel, and other related evidence-based therapeutic modules.
The quantitative quasi-experimental design of this research study

examined one program for a population of youthful offenders in the California
Division of Juvenile Justice. The target population was youth who participate in

IMPACT and have completed one or more of the ten modules. The researcher

surveyed 50 participants using a Likert scale survey (Appendix B). The data
collection instrument and the study design were approved by the Institutional
Review Board (IRB) of California State University, San Bernardino, the N.A.

Chaderjian Youth Correctional Facility administration, and the CDCR Office of
Research. Data collection was collected during six IMPACT group sessions at
N.A. Chaderjian Youth Correctional Facility in Stockton, California. All subjects

were interviewed by the researcher and each participant signed the Informed
Consent form (Appendix C). All subjects volunteered to participate in the study.
Confidentiality and anonymity were maintained throughout.

It is important to point out that conditions changed drastically from the time

of the galley draft review to actual data collection. DJJ experienced a drastic
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reduction of staff resulting in the closure of institutions. This affected the study
because IMPACT groups were no longer separated in institutions in which

participation was voluntary or required. Additionally, many of the subjects of the

target population were transferred or paroled and the sample size was affected.
DJJ is currently under enormous pressure in the juvenile justice system to
improve policies, procedures, and practices. Effective intervention programs

must have documented success and be cost effective. Particularly at this time, it

is critical to examine and implement solutions to effectively expend DJJ’s
extremely scarce resources.

As supported by the relevant literature and other research, youth who
volunteer to participate for an intervention program are motivated to change

when they enter the program. Findings and literature further support the idea
that the juvenile offender is the person most affected and should have input
regarding program decisions. Incarcerated youth are the stakeholders and they

are in a good position to provide significant information regarding their treatment
programs, if they desire to change. IMPACT philosophy states change is
possible through deeds and actions that have lasting influence on self, family,

and society. Accountability is easier to monitor, once the individual has a stake
in the outcome.

Although the hypothesis of this study was neither proven or disproven, a

significant finding indicated that youth who volunteered for IMPACT completed
more modules in a shorter time period. This finding is an area of study worthy of

76

further consideration and research. Although the researcher feels that

volunteering for programs would be the optimal delivery method, risk levels and

needs assessments are still important. They assist staff to define treatment

plans and open dialogue between the youthful offender and counseling staff.

Statistics and Data

The researcher concluded from the regression analyses and the

correlations of the confounding variables that there was a slight association
between voluntary participation and the completion of the number of modules in

IMPACT for high risk youth. The study demonstrated that the mean number of

completed modules for the voluntary group was higher than the mean number of
completed modules for the required group.
The data also indicated that the volunteer group completed the same
number of modules in a slightly shorter time period than the required group.

Therefore, the volunteer group has a slight tendency to progress through the
modules at a faster pace than the required group. The volunteer group may be

more motivated to complete modules or the relatively small sample size may be
a factor.
The means of each of the independent variables for both groups was
compared for each potentially confounding variable. The researcher found

interesting data between the variables of gangs and counseling. The survey

responses indicated the participants did not feel that gangs were important to
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them nor did they believe that gangs have a purpose. These responses from the

subjects could be contradictory from their true opinions and beliefs. They may
have been attempting to conceal their gang involvement or they may have been
answering the statements based on their interpretation of the expectations of the

researcher or the facilitators of IMPACT.
The findings indicate that more participants who volunteered had a

stronger value or opinion of counseling and group activities as indicated in Figure

12. This finding suggests consideration of additional research with potential new
programs in counseling and group activities for youth in juvenile justice facilities.

Counseling has a strong linear relationship with volunteering to participate in

IMPACT. Hypothetically, if one variable is increased or decreased in the same
linear direction, the other variable will respond accordingly. If a youth attends

additional IMPACT sessions, their involvement with other counseling and pro

social activities should increase. Congruently, the family variable has correlation
with volunteering for the program. Therefore, as involvement in IMPACT
increases the value of family contact to the youth could also increase.

There is a degree of error in the interpretation of the findings as a result of

the complexities of the human condition. The subjects’ responses were carefully
monitored for privacy and confidentiality. However, responses may have been

affected by the data collection environment. The surveys indicated that most of

the participants think gangs are not important There is data to show a strong
gang influence in juvenile justice systems. According to the Gang Information
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Coordinator at the facility, “most of the youth at the institution claim gang
affiliation (73%) during intake” (D. Nickleson, personal communication,

September 25, 2012). Inversion of the survey data illustrated in Figure 9
indicates little difference between the required and volunteer groups. Both
groups indicate that gangs are not important to them and are not beneficial.

Figure 8 illustrates little difference in the attitudes and feelings for family. Gang
and family statements have very different data. Both of these variables are
external and participants cannot always control them. The other confounding

variables are internal in their relationship to volunteering or required attendance
in IMPACT as illustrated in Figure 11.

Furthermore, the comparison of the correlations between the confounding
variables reveal that further dialog and research would be helpful concerning the

influences of IMPACT on participants’ opinions regarding family, gangs, and
counseling. Throughout this study, counseling is the variable that has the

highest correlation as compared to the other confounding variables.

Future Research and Recommendations

Future research to determine methods of assessing readiness for

programs is highly recommended. This research might study in more detail the
relationship of the number of modules of IMPACT completed in relation to

counseling and family contacts. Additional research might also include how gang
affiliation reduction is affected by attendance in IMPACT. Such a study would
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include, but not be limited to, the number of gang related behavior reports, the
number of gang related altercations, and the number of group disturbances in

youth correctional facilities.
Further studies could be conducted to determine the degree to which
cognitive behavioral therapy and motivational interviewing relate to IMPACT
positive outcomes. The results of this research could possibly justify additional

formalized training regarding these therapy areas for IMPACT facilitators. Future

data collection could be accomplished by a series of interviews and observations
with program participants, staff and facilitators.

Notes to Future Researchers

1. Involve more than one researcher in the study and delegate tasks to

each team member.
2. Choose a qualitative design using a case study, interviews, and

observations with grounded theory as an inductive model.
3. Expedite the approval process as much as possible. Begin obtaining
approval from the educational institution, IRB, CDC, CDCR/DJJ and

program as soon as the hypothesis is developed.
4. Increase the sample size to 100 to 150 subjects for any future

quantitative research and perhaps 20 to 25 subjects for any future
qualitative research.
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5. Carefully word the data collection instrument to provide improved
targeted data and obtain better generalizations of the data.

6. Because the target population fluctuates and may be transferred or
paroled, conduct the preliminary test within three months of data
collection.

7. Increase the number of professionals to evaluate the galley draft to as
many as ten for both quantitative and qualitative designs.
8. For any future quantitative research, increase the number of test
subjects in the preliminary test to 20 to 30 subjects to ensure that the

instrument tests the objective.

9. Be prepared to spend additional time to conduct the research project.
10. Ensure that the data collection process is consistent The research
location should be private and the researcher’s tone and method should
be taken into account to ensure consistency.

11. Present the findings impartially and honestly.
12. The value of a qualitative study will be that inferences can be made to

make conclusions.

81

APPENDIX A
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DEPARTMENT OF JUVENILE JUSTICE FACILITIES,
SEPTEMBER 23, 2011 AND
SEPTEMBER 11,2012
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Comparison of the Male Populations of the Department
of Juvenile Justice Facilities, September 23, 2011
and September 11,2012

Facility Name

Maximum
Capacity

N.A. Chaderjian

600

332

329

O.H. Close

379

238

210

Ventura

481

273

277

Southern Reception Center

350

209

0

Preston.

720

61

0

Ventura Camp

100

63

0

Pine Grove

80

78

64

Total

2,710

1,164

880

Population
Population
as of 9/23/11 as of 9/11/12

This is over a 24% decrease in population. Most of the youth who were in

institutions that closed were transferred to existing institutions. The other youth
were either released or transferred to their respective county.
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APPENDIX B
2012 IMPACT SURVEY
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2012 IMPACT Survey

Voluntary vs. Involuntary Program Enrollment
in the Division of Juvenile Justice:
For Correctional and Alternative Master’s Thesis Program, CSUSB
Date started IMPACT Program: Month_______ Year_______
Number of IMPACT Modules Completed:___________

I have volunteered to participate in the IMPACT program: Yes___ No___

1.

My family visits me.

2.

Gangs have been good for me.

3.

I have control over decisions in my life.

4. The IMPACT program is important to me.
5.

I participate in counseling sessions.

6.

I plan to attend college or vocational school.

7.

I have control in my life.

8.

I plan to continue the IMPACT program.

9.

I value time with my family.

10. Education is valuable to me.

11. I think gangs can be beneficial.

12. I participate in team sports.
Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey.

Developed by L. Williams
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Always

Mostly

Quite a bit

Some

Very Little

Choose only one response for each statement.

Not at all

I was required to sign up for the IMPACT program: Yes___ No___

APPENDIX C
INFORMED CONSENT FORM

J
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CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

SAN BERNARDINO
College of Education

Department of Educational Psychology and Counseling

Hello, I am a student at California State University, San Bernardino (CSUSB) in the
master's program for Correctional and Alternative Education under the Department of
Educational Psychology and Counseling. I am requesting that you complete this survey,
that will take you about five minutes. The purpose of the survey is to study ways that the
Division of Juvenile Justice (DJJ) assigns programs such as the Incarcerated Men
Putting Away Childish Things (IMPACT). This information may help to present the
advantages and disadvantages of voluntary enrollment in juvenile justice programing.
The information you will give us is intended to improve programs for future juvenile
justice students. This study has been approved by the Internal Review Board of
CSUSB, and the California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation (CDCR) Office
of Adult Research
Although I would appreciate your input, you may refuse to complete this survey or
stop participation at any time. If you choose not to take part, please mark "No" on the
bottom of this page and there will be no action taken against you.

The information that you give will not have your name on it and no one will be able
to tell what answers were given by any particular person. Individual responses will not
be posted and the completed surveys will not be available to others. Once the
information from this survey is taken, it will be kept in a safe and locked location and
destroyed after three years. There is no expected risk to you if you fill out the survey.
Once my master's project is complete the data from the survey will be shared with
correctional educators and administrators of the CDCR who develop programs for
wards in the DJJ. A copy of the finished report will be sent to IMPACT headquarters. If
you complete the survey and are interested in the report contents, contact your school
principal. This information will help correctional education leaders to determine the best
ways to assign programs. Do you have any questions?

Thank You, Lou Williams
I am over the age of 18.

Yes_____ No_____

I agree to take this survey. Yes_____ No_____

Sig natu re______________________________________________________
Date

_______________________

909.537.5606 • fax: 909.537.7040
5500 UNIVERSITY PARKWAY, SAN BERNARDINO. CA 92407-2393
he California State University •

Bakersfield • Channel Wands

• Chico • Dominguez Hi'B

• East Bay •

Fresno ■ Fullerton

•

Humboldt

- Leng Beach •

Los Angeles

larliime Academy • Monterey Bay ■ Northridge • Pomona ■ Sacramento ■ San Bernardino ■ San Diogo • .San Francisco • San Jose ■ San Luis Obispo • San Marcos • Sonoma ■ Stanislaus
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CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY, SAN BERNARDINO
INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD APPROVAL
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SAN BERNARDINO
Academic Affairs

Office of Academic Research • Institutional Review Board
February IO, 2012

CSUSB
INSTITUTIONAL
REVIEW BOARD

Mr, Louis Williams
c/o: Prof. Thom Gehring
Department of Educational Psychology and Counseling
and Center for Correctional Education
California State University
55 00 University Parkway
San Bernardino, California 92407

Full Board Review
IRB# 11050
Status
APPROVED

Dear Mr, Williams;

Your application to use human subjects, titled “Voluntary and Involuntary Attainment in Juvenile Justice: A Study of the
Incarcerated Men Putting Away Childish Things (IMPACT) Project" has been reviewed and approved by the Institutional
Review Board (1RB).The attached informed consent document has been stamped and signed by the IRB chairperson. All
subsequent copies used must be this officially approved version. A change in your informed consent (no matter how minor
the change) requires resubmission of your protocol as amended. Please note that as soon as you have institutional approval
this study may begin. Your application Is approved for one year from February 10,20(2 through February 09,2013.
One mouth prior to the approval end date you need to Ole for a renewal if you have nut completed your research. Sec
additional requirements (Items I - 4) of your approval below.
Your responsibilities as the researcher/mvestrgator reporting co the IRB Committee include the following 4 requirements as
mandated by the Code of Federal Regulations 45 CFR 46 listed below. Please note that the protocol change form and
renewal form are located on the IRB website under the forms menu. Failure to notify the IRB of the above may result in
disciplinary action. You are required to keep copies of the informed consent forms and dale For at least three years.

t) Submit a protocolchange form If any changes (no matter how minor) are made in your research
prtspectus/protocdl for review and approval of the IRB before implemented in your research.
2) IF any unanticipatedfedvenc events are experienced by subjects during your research,
3) Tod renew your^prplpcolpne month prior to Hie protocols end date,
4) When your project has ended by. emailing the IRB Coordinator/Complian'ce Analyst.

The CSUSB IRB has not evaluated your proposal for scientific merit, except to weigh the risk to the human participants and
the aspects of the proposal related to potential risk and benefil. This approval notice docs not replace any departmental or
additional approvals which may be required.
If you have any questions regarding the IRB decision, please contact Michael Gillespie, IRB Compliance Coordinator. Mr.
Michael Gillespie can be reached by phone at (909) 537-2588, by fax at (909) 537-7028, or by email at mgiilesptn!csusb.edit.
Please include your application approval identification number (listed at the top) in all correspondence.

Best of luck with your research.

^Jhtu^^.Ph.V
Shatorvward, Ph.D., Chair
Institutional Review Board

SW/mg
cc: Prof. Thom Gehring, Department of Educational Psychology and Counseling and Center for Correctional Education

909.537.7588 • fair 9O9.53Z7O73 • httpV/irbxsujb^du/
55OG UNIVERSITY PARKWAY. SAN BERNARDINO. CA 92407-23'93
the California Suu Unlvcrtiiy •

• CawKl ltrrds - G^o • Owjbqur-z lie, • j*? fky ■
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SAN BERNARDINO
College of Education
Department of Educational Psychology and Counseling

Hello, I am a student at California State University, San Bernardino (CSUSB) in the
master's program for Correctional and Alternative Education under the Department of
Educational Psychology and Counseling. I am requesting that you complete this survey,
that will take you about five minutes. The purpose of the survey Is to study ways that the
Division of Juvenile Justice (DJJ) assigns programs such as the Incarcerated Men
Putting Away Childish Things (IMPACT). This information may help to present the
advantages and disadvantages of voluntary enrollment in juvenile justice programing.
The information you will give us is intended to improve programs for future juvenile
justice students. This study has been approved by the internal Review Board of
CSUSB, and the California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation (CDCR) Office
of Adult Research

Although I would appreciate your input, you may refuse to complete this survey or
stop participation at any time. If you choose not to take part, please mark "No" on the
bottom of this page and there will be no action taken against you.
The information that you give will not have your name on it and no one will be able
to tell what answers were given by any particular person. Individual responses wit! not
be posted and the completed surveys will not be available to others. Once the
information from this survey is taken, it will be kept in a safe and locked location and
destroyed after three years. There is no expected risk to you if you fill out the survey.

Once’ my master’s project Is complete the data from the survey will be shared with,
correctional educators and administrators of the CDCR who develop programs for
wards in the DJJ. A copy of the finished report will be sent to IMPACT headquarters. If
you complete the survey and are interested in the report contents, contact your school
principal. This information will help correctional education leaders to determine the best
ways to assign programs. Do you have any questions?
Thank You, Lou Williams

I am over the age of 18.

Yes___ No____

I agree to lake this survey. Yes___ No____
Signature______ ____________________________________

Date

9W

5500 UNIVERSITY PARKWAY, SAN BERNARDINO. CA 92407-2393
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS AND REHABILITATION

EDMUND G. BROWN JR, GOVERNOR

OFFICE OF RESEARCH
P.O, Sox 942883
Sacramento, CA 94283-9001

August 3,2012

Louis G. Williams Jr.
2939 Heinemann Drive,
Valley Spring, CA 95252
Dear Mr. Williams:

The California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation (CDCR), Office of
Research (OR), Research and Evaluation Branch (REB), has completed a formal
review and approves the research proposal, “Voluntary vs. Involuntary Program
Attainment in Juvenile Justice: A Case Study of the Incarcerated Men Putting Away
Childish Things (IMPACT) Project." Your research hypothesis is as follows:
“Evidence-based juvenile justice programs that have voluntary participation are more
likely to be completed and continued compared to programs that have involuntary
participation.” You will be attending meetings of IMPACT groups at three Division of
Juvenile Justice (DJJ) facilities—N.A. Chaderjian, O.H, Close, and Ventura Youth
Correctional Facilities. Your study design involves administering a Likert-scale
questionnaire to 50-70 IMPACT participants (over age 18) who completed at least one
of the eight IMPACT modules. Each youth’s survey is expected to last 30 minutes. You
are the Principal Investigator of the study.
The REB determined that the information you will be collecting using the Likert-scale
questionnaire is not State data. CDCR is in support of your project and approves your
request to attend meetings of IMPACT groups and administer the Likert-scale
questionnaire to 50-70 IMPACT study participants.

As the Principal Investigator, it is your responsibility to comply with Department
regulations and State law.
Specifically, the Department Operations Manual
regulations, Chapter 1, Article 19, Section 14020.7, require that all research activities
and proposals involving departmental facilities, employees, and inmates are
coordinated through the OR. It is also your responsibility to comply with the following
guidelines:

• Ensure that the privacy and confidentiality of participants are protected per
signed agreements on file at this office.
• Inform participants that all interviews are voluntary, and inform inmates of the
meaning of “voluntary,1’ e.g., that participation will have no bearing on how staff
treats them.
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Louis G. Williams Jr.
Page 2

•

Understand that access to participants will be normally permitted based on
CDCR priorities and workload considerations and that all activities will be at the
discretion of the institutional staff.

•

Comply with whatever restrictions that may be placed by institutional staff on
access to participating subjects.

•

Conduct all interviews during normal working hours unless the researcher has
made alternative arrangements with the institutional staff.

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Teresa lsorena,
Research Program Specialist, in the REB at (916) 323-2990.

Sincerely,

BRENDA GREALISH
Deputy Director
Office of Research

cc:

Tina Fitzgerald, Chief (A), Research and Evaluation Branch
Teresa lsorena, Research Program Specialist, Research and Evaluation Branch
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REGRESSION ANALYSIS CODES
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REGRESSION ANALYSIS CODES

1. CONFOUNDING VARIABLES
a. Family [Statements #1 (F1) and #9 (F2)]

b. Gangs [Statements #2 (G1) and #11 (G2)]
c. Decisions/Control [Statements #3 (D1) and #7 (D2)]

d. IMPACT [Statements #4 (11) and #8 (12)]

e. Counseling/Group Activities [Statements #5 (C1) and #12 (C2)]
f.

Education [Statements #6 (E1) and #10 (E2)]

2. INDEPENDENT VARIBLES
a. Voluntary participation

b. Required participation
3. DEPENDENT VARIABLE - Completion of more than one module
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